Previous research has indicated that socio-economic and racial characteristics of an individual's environment influence not only group consciousness and solidarity, but also affect his or her views toward minority or majority groups. Missing from this research is a consideration of how context, social interaction, and interracial experiences combine to shape more general psychological orientations such as generalized trust. In this study we address this gap in the literature by conducting a neighborhoodlevel analysis that examines how race, racial attitudes, social interactions, and residential patterns affect generalized trust. Our findings suggest not only that the neighborhood context plays an important role in shaping civic orientations, but that the diversity of interaction settings is a key condition for the development of generalized trust.
vidual health and happiness (see for example Kawachi et al., 1997; Knack and Keefer, 1997; Putnam, 1993 Putnam, , 2000 . Though a great deal of attention has been focused on the effects of generalized trust, surprisingly little research has investigated its sources (however, see Hooghe and Stolle, 2003) . Consequently, we still know very little about the determinants of trust or the conditions under which it is more likely to emerge or be sustained. In this article, we attempt to shed new empirical light on the question of how generalized trust develops by going beyond individual-level characteristics and explicitly examining how contextual features also contribute to the formation of individual attitudes.
Although research on social capital has focused on the importance of formal social interactions and, to a more limited extent, informal social interactions as sources for civic attitudes (Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Lowndes, 2000; Mayer, 2003; Newton, 1999 , Putnam, 1993 , 1995 Stolle, 2001; Uslaner, 2002; Wollebaek and Selle, 2003) , we believe there are several fundamental gaps that must be addressed if we are to better understand the relationship between social interaction and generalized trust. First, more care needs to be given to the nature of social interactions. In particular, we believe the characteristics of the individuals and groups engaging in social interactions-such as their racial, ethnic, or socio-economic status-matter for the production of generalized trust. Second, to date there are no systematic studies examining both the context in which social interactions take place (e.g., neighborhoods, workplaces) and the effects these interactions have on the development of generalized attitudes such as social trust.
Finally, despite Putnam's original formulation of the social capital concept as a collective resource, most recent work has treated it as an individual resource.
2 Unfortunately, this approach does not allow us to investigate the extent to which voluntary associations function as 'rainmakers'-Putnam's term to describe the way in which resources produced from civic engagement ''rain'' not only on those who are active participants but also on those who live in regions with a high density of social interactions (Putnam et al., 2000, p. 26 ; see also van der Meer, 2003, p. 134) . We believe these are important oversights and that any serious examination of the origins of generalized trust must go beyond conventional individual-level determinants and include features of the broader milieu in which individuals are situated and in which interactions occur.
In both sociology and political science, studies of contextual effects have typically focused on the neighborhood, the underlying assumption being that the neighborhood embodies significant social relationships. Indeed, there is a well-established link between neighborhood social organization, including neighborhood racial composition, and a broad range of psychological orientations such as alienation, anxiety, fear, suspicion of out-groups, and mistrust (see e.g., Oliver and Mendelberg, 2000) . However, this work tends to focus on either the relationship between racial context and racial attitudes (Bledsoe et al., 1995; Ellison and Powers, 1994; Sigelman and Welch, 1993; Stein et al., 2000) or neighborhood social organization and more general attitudes like trust (Massey, 1996; Ross et al., 2001 )-but not both. Moreover, very rarely have researchers measured the extent or nature of social interactions occurring within neighborhoods or considered the possibility that social interaction might counter the negative effects of living in racially or socio-economically heterogeneous places. The present study attempts to address these gaps in the literature by focusing more directly on the connections between race, racial attitudes, social interactions, and neighborhood context on the one hand, and generalized trust on the other.
Using data from two Detroit Area Study surveys (Anton et al., 1982; Farley and Schuman, 1997) and census tract data aggregated to the neighborhood level, we explore the ways in which racial context and social interaction work both independently and jointly to shape individuals' propensity to trust others. Controlling for a variety of factors, we find that blacks and whites differ significantly not just with regard to their likelihood of trusting others but also with respect to the ways in which both individual-and contextual-level features shape these orientations. Our results indicate that among whites, both racial attitudes and the educational status of the neighborhood are especially strong predictors of generalized trust, whereas among blacks it is the racial context and the density of neighborhood social interaction that matter. In particular, blacks living in racially heterogeneous neighborhoods with high levels of sociability are substantially more likely to trust others when compared to blacks living in other types of neighborhoods. Overall, our results suggest that the neighborhood context plays an important role for civic orientations and that especially among blacks, the diversity of interaction settings, combined with high levels of social interaction, are key aspects for the development of generalized trust.
Our study provides several major advantages in comparison to earlier investigations. First, we move the social capital debate from its present focus on formal individual-level associational memberships as producers of generalized attitudes to the informal collective context of the neighborhood and incorporate measures of the neighborhood setting into our analysis. Second, we build on research in the fields of urban and racial politics by extending the analysis of the effects of racial context on prejudice and other racial attitudes to more generalized civic attitudes such as social trust. Third, whereas most studies of neighborhood context rely on contextual units measured at a geographic level that inaccurately reflects the racial and socio-economic realities that individuals encounter on a day-to-day basis, the structure of our dataset allows us to capture and measure characteristics of the contextual unit most likely to influence attitudes and behavior-the individual's immediate neighborhood. Finally, by combining contextual measures with measures of both social interaction and interracial contact, our analysis provides substantial leverage in discerning the causal mechanism underlying the development of generalized trust.
THE CENTRALITY AND SOURCES OF GENERALIZED TRUST
As the lubricant that helps individuals overcome collective action problems and fosters productive social exchanges, trust has been shown to be an important part of the social fabric of societies. Generalized attitudes of trust extend beyond the boundaries of face-to-face interaction, incorporating people whom one has never even met. These attitudes are indicated by an abstract preparedness to trust ''most other people'' and by an individual's willingness to engage in cooperative actions with others. Trust is generalized when it goes beyond specific personal settings in which the partner to be cooperated with is already known. And, because generalized trust transcends the boundaries of kinship, friendship or even acquaintanceship, it is distinguished from ''private'' or ''personalized'' trust-the trust that develops among individuals with personal ties to each other and as a result of successful cooperation in the past and repeated interaction within an immediate circle of cooperators.
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The critical questions in the study of how generalized trust emerges include whether and how social interactions with other people or other types of social experiences contribute to the building of trust. Most importantly, which types of social interactions are most conducive for the development of generalized trust? Two overarching issues remain unresolved in this literature. First, there is considerable lack of clarity on the causal mechanism regarding the way in which experiences with people one knows or with whom one is familiar can be transferred to people one does not know or with whom one is unfamiliar. Second, the question of which social settings are most conducive to the development of trust has been inadequately addressed. Below we discuss each of these issues in turn.
Social Interaction and Familiarity: The Causal Mechanism Underlying Generalized Trust
Extant research has shed considerable light on how ''knowledge-based'' trust, the trust between people who are familiar with each other, emerges. In particular, the literature suggests that this trust develops from common cooperation experiences, a history of mutual fulfillment of trust and intense positive interactions (Dasgupta, 1988; Hardin, 1993; Uslaner, 2002; Yamagishi and Yamagishi, 1994) . Here, however, we are concerned with a very different type of trust, namely that which governs our interactions with strangers, or with people about whom we have little or no information. Pertinent questions in this area include: how can our every day social interactions contribute to the development of generalized trust? How is the trust that we develop for people we know well extended to and used for the creation of generalized trust? How do we make the leap of faith required to trust in people whom we do not know?
Social capital theory suggests that for generalized trust to thrive, it requires cooperative experiences among individuals situated in horizontally structured networks of civic engagement such as voluntary organizations (Putnam, 1993) . However, recent research on civic attitudes suggests that beneficial social interactions are manifested not simply in formal activities like membership in associations but also in informal activities that include a wide array of unorganized social encounters (Lowndes, 1999; Putnam, 2000) . The question we pose here is whether it matters with whom one interacts. In other words, are all social interactions (formal and informal) equal or are social interactions that bring together individuals of heterogeneous backgrounds more conducive for the development of generalized trust?
Several studies have focused on how experiences of cooperation and strong in-group trust with individuals representing a broad, rather than narrow sampling of society are transferred to citizens of the 'outside' world. In this case, generalized trust involves a leap of faith that the trustworthiness of those one knows can be broadened to include others whom one does not know. The process of broadening might be possible because one has had good (cooperative) experiences with individuals of different socio-economic, ethnic, religious or racial backgrounds with whom he or she had not been previously well-acquainted. In the social capital literature, this type of social interaction has been labeled bridging (Putnam, 1993 (Putnam, , p. 90, 2000 Stolle, 1998) , as it brings citizens into contact with people from a cross-section of society. The implication, then, is that familiarity, social interaction and the development of knowledge-based trust among dissimilar individuals may lead to the development of generalized trust, whereas strong knowledge-based or in-group trust among homogeneous individuals may make it much harder for, and indeed even prevent individuals from transferring their in-group trust to the outside world. In short, social capital accounts emphasize the importance of interaction and direct experiences with members of other social or racial groups, and suggest that positive experiences with dissimilar individuals will have greater effects on the development of generalized trust than will the cooperation that emerges among individuals who are more homogenous in terms of their characteristics, attitudes, or behaviors.
Interestingly, empirical studies by economists on the relationship between heterogeneity and generalized trust have found a negative, rather than positive, connection (Alesina and Ferrara, 2000; Costa and Kahn, 2003) . However, these studies have measured heterogeneity at the metropolitan level and might therefore inaccurately reflect the actual experiences of heterogeneity. Second, thus far this work has not incorporated any measures of neighborhood sociability, and therefore lacks actual measures of the degree or nature interaction that takes place within neighborhoods of various racial and ethnic compositions.
In fact, the claim that bridging ties might have beneficial effects on generalized attitudes is supported by social psychology research as well as research on inter-group relations and racial attitudes (Bobo, 1988; Brewer, 1981; Dovidio and Gaertner, 1999; Gaertner et al., 1996; Olsen, 1972; Shingles, 1981; Tajfel and Turner, 1979) . This work suggests that individuals who share racial, ethnic or other salient characteristics create an in-group bias through which cooperation, trust, and affection are most easily developed for other members of this in-group. Emphasis on this shared identity fosters not only in-group affection, but out-group hostility as well. As research by Bobo (1988) demonstrates, the absence of direct contact with or sustained knowledge about individuals of different racial, ethnic, or class backgrounds serves to reinforce prejudices that are themselves based on inaccurate and rigidly held stereotypes. On the other hand, social interactions among individuals from dissimilar groups and the forging of common cooperative experiences foster a superordinate identity that helps to both diminish in-group bias and to develop inclusion of former out-group members (Gaertner et al., 1996) . In other words, social interactions among heterogeneous groups and individuals and positive cooperative experiences are more conducive to the development of trust that includes members of the former out-group.
The question is, where are individuals and groups more likely to encounter those who are unlike themselves? In other words, which settings foster the bridging interactions (Putnam, 2000) or the cross-cutting cleavages (Mutz, 2002) that purportedly lead to greater tolerance and the development of generalized trust? In the social capital literature the most important setting for the generation of norms of reciprocity and trust is thought to be within formal and informal groups and associations since it is here that regular social interaction takes place. However, if the diversity of the interaction setting is a key aspect for the development of civic attitudes, then civic associations might not be the ideal focus of inquiry. In particular, associations often bring together people with similar backgrounds and interests and therefore create fairly homogeneous interaction settings (Popielarz, 1999) . If this is the case, it seems unlikely that involvement in civic groups and associations will lead to the development of generalized trust. On the other hand, if associations bring together individuals of diverse backgrounds and are not socially or racially homogeneous, then they could potentially be an interaction setting conducive to the building social trust. Clearly, simply looking at associations is not sufficient. Rather, we need to explore the broader context in which voluntary associations are situated and where more informal modes of interaction take place as well.
Neighborhoods as Settings for Social Interaction and the Development Inter-group Attitudes
Since neighborhoods serve as the setting to myriad types of meetings and interactions-the essence of social capital-they are an appropriate context in which to investigate the extent and nature of social interactions. For example, neighbors might talk to each other informally; they might visit each other, greet each other or have a brief chat over the fence. Alternatively, they might also interact more formally in voluntary organizations, neighborhood watch groups, or school-related associations.
If neighborhoods structure the social interactions that take place within them, then obviously the socio-economic and racial characteristics of neighborhoods will not only play an important role in determining the extent to which bridging interactions and interracial contacts are possible, but will also likely contribute to residents' perceptions of themselves and each other, in particular, their in-and out-group orientations. For example, living in a racially diverse neighborhood forces residents to confront-sometimes on a daily basis-their preconceived attitudes and even stereotypes of other racial groups. In some cases this may lead to greater tolerance and more favorable perceptions of out-groups, whereas in others it may trigger feelings of threat and increased negative out-group orientations.
Extant research suggests that the former is more likely among African Americans and the latter more prevalent among whites. For example, Bledsoe et al. (1995) found that African Americans who lived in more racially diverse neighborhoods developed lower levels of group solidarity and stronger attachments to whites and other groups in society. Other work has found that whites who live in closer proximity to African Americans and other minority groups experience increasing racial hostility and prejudice (Fosset and Kielcolt, 1989; Giles, 1977; Giles and Hertz, 1994; Glaser, 1994; Key, 1949; Stein et al., 2000; Taylor, 1998; Wright, 1997) . However, as Oliver and Mendelberg (2000, p. 575) point out, the impact of racial threat on whites' racial attitudes has typically been demonstrated with bivariate analyses so that the effects of other salient contextual features are infrequently controlled. Using multivariate tests and multiple contextual measures, they find that whites' racial dispositions are affected not by the racial composition of neighborhoods, but instead by neighborhood socio-economic status.
While the evidence on how racial context influences racial attitudes may be inconclusive, evidence on other, related issues is not. In particular, work by Jackman and Crane (1986) and Stein et al. (2000) finds that living in racially heterogeneous places significantly increases the probability and frequency of inter-group social interactions and direct interracial contacts. This research suggests that at least for whites, the effects of proximity and personal contact are mutually dependent and mutually reinforcing. As Stein et al. (2000) note, the very conditions that give rise to white hostility towards minorities set in motion a corrective for this hostility-inter-group contact.
There is also consistent evidence regarding the effects of neighborhood socio-economic status on a range of individual-level psychological orientations. For example, recent work by Ross et al. (2001) finds that net of individual disadvantage, residents of disadvantaged neighborhoods have low levels of trust as a result of high levels of disorder in their neighborhoods. In other words, disadvantage sets in motion a process that magnifies mistrust among persons with few resources. According to Ross et al. (2001, p. 569) : ''Mistrust is the product of an interaction between person and place, but the place gathers those who are susceptible and intensifies their susceptibility.'' This finding is consistent with work by Oliver and Mendelberg (2000) , who show that the stigma of living in a low-status environment, rather than living in a racially diverse setting, stimulates racial animosity and feelings of relative deprivation (see also Tajfel and Turner, 1979) .
In sum, neighborhoods offer a number of characteristics that structure the opportunities for social interactions and shape residents' perceptions of themselves and others. And, as our review of the social capital literature suggests, in order to investigate both Putnam's rainmaker effect and the effects of neighborhood context on the development of generalized trust, we need to consider not only socio-economic factors, neighborhood diversity and associational density per se, but the conjoined effects of these factors.
Hypotheses for Generalized Trust, Social Interaction, and Neighborhood Context
What are the important dimensions of the neighborhood context for the development of generalized trust? Based on insights from comparative social capital research, social psychology and studies on racial attitudes and urban politics, we posit that generalized trust is a function of both individual-and neighborhood-level determinants. More specifically, we hypothesize that:
1. Socio-economic resources of neighborhoods positively influence generalized trust (see Oliver and Mendelberg, 2000; Ross et al., 2001 ). 2. The density of neighborhood social interactions (both formal and informal) within racially heterogeneous neighborhoods will be positively associated with individuals' propensity to trust (Bledsoe et al., 1995; Bobo, 1988; Putnam et al., 2000) . 3. Individuals who have had personal and direct experiences with others of different racial backgrounds will be more trusting than those who have not had such experiences (Jackman and Crane, 1986; Stein et al., 2000) .
As these hypotheses illustrate, we posit that the process whereby personalized trust is transferred to unknown others should be conditioned by the characteristics and group dynamics of social interactions. As suggested by formulations of the social capital concept, we study these relationships at the level of the neighborhood. The underlying logic is that neighborhoods not only structure the social interactions that take place within them, but also determine the extent to which these interactions bring together homogeneous or heterogeneous groups of individuals. As insights from the literature on both social capital and social psychology suggest, settings that provide opportunities for heterogeneous interactions and direct interracial experiences should increase the capacity of individuals to overcome their racial prejudices and negative out-group orientations and thereby allow them to more successfully develop generalized trust. And, in accordance with previous empirical findings (see e.g., Bledsoe et al., 1995) we expect this to be particularly the case for African Americans.
MEASURING NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
For the most part, prior research has failed to incorporate aspects of both context and interaction, and the few studies that have either measure context at too aggregate a level (e.g., Stein et al., 2000) or rely on subjective measures of both the neighborhood and its racial composition (Sigelman and Welch, 1993) . Our study overcomes these problems by measuring context at the neighborhood-level (and precisely defining neighborhood boundaries) rather than at the county or metropolitan level, and by using census rather than survey data to measure neighborhood racial and socio-economic characteristics. We are therefore able to capture a more proximate and accurate picture of the degree of heterogeneity that exists within the neighborhoods in question.
Obviously 'neighborhood' is an elusive concept that defies either precise measurement or universally agreed-upon boundaries. Though census tracts are considered by some to be the best approximation of the neighborhood, objectively defined (see e.g., Ross et al., 2001; Tienda, 1991) , for many studies it is impractical to define neighborhoods by this standard. In particular, most survey data do not include sufficient numbers of respondents in individual tracts to allow for meaningful within-tract variation. 4 An alternative measurement strategy is to define context more broadly, for example by utilizing zip codes (Oliver and Mendelberg, 2000) , municipalities (Oliver, 1999 (Oliver, , 2000 Pettigrew, 1959) , counties or metropolitan areas (Fosset and Kiecolt, 1989; Giles and Hertz, 1994; Glaser, 1994; Stein et al., 2000) . Although larger contextual units may be appropriate for studying some behaviors (e.g., countyor city-wide elections), it is unlikely that many of the causal mechanisms we have identified operate at this more aggregate level. For example, if we are interested in the contextual effects of neighborhood socializing and the experience of contact with citizens from other racial groups, it is essential to measure neighborhood variables at the level that captures the most immediate experiences in one's living area. Furthermore, because the size of these units varies substantially across locales, under this approach, context will not represent the same thing to all individuals.
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To best capture the causal mechanism driving contextual effects while at the same time avoiding the problems inherent in existing measurement approaches, we employ a different strategy to operationalize neighborhoods. Since the central city of Detroit has a set of 39 neighborhoods with explicit and commonly agreed upon boundaries, we use these boundaries to define neighborhoods within the central city. For jurisdictions outside of the central city we define neighborhoods as the incorporated suburban municipality, township, or census-designated place. We identified all census tracts within the official neighborhoods of the central city of Detroit as well as those in the suburban jurisdictions of the three-county metropolitan area and computed aggregate, or 'neighborhood-level,' measures. Although we rely on different jurisdictions to operationalize neighborhoods, we believe this approach provides a more proximate and consistent measure of the neighborhood than other strategies, and therefore offers more leverage in identifying how context actually influences attitudes and behaviors. In addition, our contextual units are neither so large as to obfuscate variation that exists within them nor so small as to prevent sufficient numbers of respondents from being sampled.
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DATA AND MEASURES
To examine how contextual-level features, (including both demographics and levels of formal and informal sociability, as well as individual-level factors such as racial attitudes,) influence generalized trust, our empirical analysis relies on a dataset constructed from three different sources. We utilize survey data from the 1976 Detroit Area Study to measure our dependent variable and all other individual-level variables, and survey data from the 1975 Detroit Area Study for contextual measures of formal and informal sociability. 7 Finally, 1970 census tract data are used to measure the racial and socio-economic characteristics of neighborhoods. Although ideally we would prefer to employ more recent data for this study, there are no comparable measures in the more contemporaneous Detroit Area Studies or in other surveys more generally. 8 On the other hand, we do not believe that relying on data from the 1970s unduly compromises our analysis.
For starters, the questions motivating this study are not time bound. 9 As Huckfeldt (1986, p. 10) argued, there is no reason to suspect that neighborhood context mattered differently in previous decades than it does today. In other words, although the composition of neighborhoods may vary across time and space, the causal mechanism linking context to individual attitudes and behaviors remains unchanged. In addition, though some would argue that the 1970s marked a unique period in Detroit's history, the reality is that during this decade it looked much more like other large U.S. cities, particularly those in the Frostbelt, than it has in more recent time years. To illustrate this, in Table 1 we report data on the percent black and the degree of central city racial segregation for Detroit and 14 other cities that were both among the 77 most populous cities in 1970 and that had the largest African American populations at this time. We report the means for these 15 cities and also for the 42 largest cities that had at least 10 percent black (in 1970) .
As these data indicate, Detroit was quite representative of other large cities in 1970, particularly with regard to the percent black in both the Metro and central city areas and the dissimilarity index. In addition, even in light of the Source: Kasarda, 1993 DNHWB. Note: The dissimilarity index (DNHWB) measures the residential segregation between two different racial or ethnic groups, here non-Hispanic whites and blacks. Given two populations A and B, the index is defined as: D = (0.5 S i | A i -B i |), where A i and B i represent the respective proportion of members of A and B groups living in each census tract i. The index ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 ¼ perfect and complete segregation. The value of the index may be interpreted as the proportion of the minority population that would have to move in order to achieve perfect integration.
extreme concentration of African Americans in the central city of Detroit by 1990, the patterns of residential segregation (based on the dissimilarity index, computed from census tracts) had not changed that much over time or in comparison to other cities. 10 In general, the pattern of racial segregation that characterized Detroit in the 1970s is similar to many American metropolises today: blacks (and other minorities) are heavily concentrated in central city neighborhoods, while whites reside in predominantly white suburban neighborhoods that ring the central city (see e.g., Farley et al., 2000; Harrison and Bennett, 1995; Massey and Denton, 1993) .
Apart from the data reported in Table 1 , there is additional evidence that the figures in our dataset are representative for the U.S. at the time. For instance, whereas the percentage of those who report generalized trust in others has declined from 56% in 1960 to about 34% in 1999, the national average was around 43% in 1976 (Patterson, 1999; Putnam, 2000) . In our Detroit sample, which was taken in 1976 as well, 42% of respondents indicated that they trusted most others. For the black sample only, we find similar results. Whereas the GSS surveys indicate that generalized trust among blacks fluctuated between 12%and 18% in the mid-1970s (and is around 15% today), among blacks in the 1976 DAS sample, generalized trust was around 20%. In short, the evidence suggests that the DAS data from the 1970s was representative of large American cities and the national average at that time and also reflects general features of these cities in the 1990s.
Returning to the model and the specific hypotheses of this study, below we summarize the basic model that we set out to test: The dependent variable in the model, Generalized Trust, is a dichotomous measure of whether respondents indicated that 'most people can be trusted' (y = 1) or that 'you can't be too sure' (y = 0). Demographics is a vector consisting of dichotomous measures for whether respondents were employed, female, or black (1 = yes) and discrete variables measuring respondents' education levels, length of residence in their current house or apartment (in years) and the total number of children living at home. These socio-demographic variables have been shown to relate to generalized trust in previous research (Brehm and Rahn, 1997) .
Racial Attitudes and Experiences includes two measures that tap respondents' in-and out-group orientations and whether or not they have had direct, personal interactions with individuals of the opposite race. Anti-Integration is an additive index constructed from four survey questions that measure respondents' attitudes toward racial mixing and integration (1 ¼ least supportive of racial integration; 0 ¼ most supportive of racial integration; see appendix for more details). Since individuals opposed to racial integration are more likely to exhibit negative out-group orientations and lower levels of tolerance, they should also be less willing extend trust to generalized others. Interracial contact is a dichotomous variable indicating whether respondents had ever had a personal relationship or positive encounter with someone of the opposite race (1¼yes). We hypothesize that those who have had positive experiences with members of the opposite race-the 'out-group'-should exhibit a greater willingness to extend this positive experience to others more generally.
To examine the effects of neighborhood disorder and neighborhood socioeconomic status on generalized trust, we rely on both individual-and neighborhood-level measures. Our individual-level variable, Perceptions of neighborhood problems, is an index measuring respondents' perceptions of neighborhood problems such as crime, dilapidated property, poor city services, and bad schools (1 ¼ all perceived as problems; 0 ¼ none perceived as problems). Work by Ross et al. (2001) suggests that perceived neighborhood disorder influences mistrust by increasing residents' perceptions of powerlessness. We therefore expect a negative relationship between our individuallevel measure of perceived neighborhood disorder and residents' propensity to trust others. In addition, we measure the objective conditions of respondents' neighborhoods by utilizing 1970 census tract data aggregated to the neighborhood level. We include a variable for neighborhood socio-economic status based on the median years of schooling of neighborhood census tract residents. We also employ 1970 census data to measure the racial composition of respondents' neighborhoods. Specifically, we construct a measure of racial heterogeneity using the standard index of racial fragmentation, which represents the probability that two randomly drawn individuals in a given locale belong to two different races. The index is therefore increasing in heterogeneity (see appendix for more details on the construction of the index).
Finally, Neighborhood Sociability includes measures of both formal and informal social interaction (based on the 1975 DAS). The informal sociability variable is an additive index constructed from several survey questions that tap the degree to which neighbors socialize informally with one another. We aggregate these responses to the neighborhood-level in order to test the rainmaker effect (1 ¼ maximum sociability; 0 ¼ no sociability). The formal sociability variable reflects the percentage of neighborhood residents who are members of at least one civic association or social group located in the respondent's neighborhood (1 ¼ all neighborhood respondents are members of at least 1 group; 0 ¼ no respondents are members of any groups).
For descriptive purposes, in Table 2 we present summary statistics for all variables included in our empirical analysis. In addition to reporting the statistics for the full sample, we also report them according to the race of respondents (white and African American). Table 2 are those for generalized trust. Although over half of white respondents indicated that most people could be trusted, only about one-fifth of black respondents felt the same way. This corresponds to previous findings on generalized trust. For example, Patterson (1999, p. 175ff ) and others have found that blacks are consistently and substantially lower on generalized trust than other racial or ethnic groups, even after controlling for socio-economic background and other life cycle experiences. There are also interesting differences in the attitudinal variables across white and black respondents. White respondents score higher on the anti-integration index and also perceive fewer neighborhood problems than black respondents. A similar pattern is evinced with regard to levels of formal and informal socializing: levels of neighborhood sociability are higher in neighborhoods where whites live. Overall, the bivariate statistics suggest that important demographic, attitudinal and behavioral differences do indeed exist across whites and blacks. We turn next to our multivariate models, where we attempt to sort out these effects.
Perhaps the most remarkable figures in
Analysis and Findings
For our multivariate analysis we rely on Stata's survey logit routine since it allows us to specify the characteristics of the sampling design and thus obtain unbiased point estimates and efficient standard errors (see StataCorp., 1999) . We employ sampling weights to correct for the fact that the 1976 DAS survey over-sampled blacks. In addition, we specify the contextual unit (the neighborhood) as the primary sampling unit. This allows us to explicitly account for the within-cluster or neighborhood correlation, thereby addressing one of the fundamental problems encountered in estimating multi-level models: the fact that lower-level observations (here, residents) are nested within a higher level (here, neighborhoods) and consequently are not independent. Although there are multiple methods capable of dealing with the statistical problems associated with clustered data, as Steenbergen and Jones (2002, pp. 234-235) note, the decision regarding which method to use should depend on the focus of the study. More specifically, they argue that if dependency between observations within a cluster is not of substantive interest but rather a 'statistical nuisance,' then approaches such as svylogit and robust variance estimation may be more suitable than multi-level techniques like HLM (see also Lee et al.,1989; Zorn, 2001) .
To test for the possibility that context operates differently on the development of generalized trust depending on the race of the individual we pursue a multi-faceted analytic strategy. We begin by estimating a general model for the entire sample and then investigate alternative specifications by dividing the sample according to the race of the respondent (white or African American).
We begin by first estimating our model for the full sample. This model includes our main control variables, namely individual-level demographic predictors of generalized trust as well as the respondents' racial attitudes, their general interracial experiences, their perceptions of neighborhood problems, and the objective characteristics of their neighborhoods. As discussed above, we include socio-economic characteristics at the neighborhood level, the degree of neighborhood racial heterogeneity, and the extent of neighborhood sociability, both formal (density of associations) and informal (neighborhood socializing). The results of this model are presented in column 1 of Table 3 .
As these results indicate, we find that, ceteris paribus, individuals who live in more racially diverse neighborhoods are more likely to agree that most people can be trusted than are individuals who live in more racially homogeneous neighborhoods. By itself, this finding is contrary to some empirical examinations of this relationship (Alesina and Ferrara, 2000; Costa and Kahn, 2003) . However, unlike other studies, we explicitly examine the effect of racial heterogeneity measured at the immediate neighborhood level of the respondent, and in addition we control for many factors that potentially explain why heterogeneous contexts might be negatively related to trust-e.g., individual socio-demographic characteristics, racial attitudes and experiences, perceptions of neighborhood disorder and neighborhood SES.
One question that emerges from this finding is whether the experience of living in racially diverse neighborhood settings differentially affects levels of trust among blacks and whites as suggested by the literature. The threat hypothesis implies that proximity to blacks, particularly without direct contact, would negatively affect trust development among whites. In other words, .533
Note: Models estimated with Stata's survey logit procedure, with marginal effects computed after svylogit. Entries are logit coefficients and robust standard errors, adjusted for clustering on neighborhood in parentheses. In adjacent columns are the corresponding transformed probabilities (dy/dx), which indicate the change in Pr (y = 1) for a unit change in x when x is set at its mean (for dichotomous independent variables, it for a discrete change in x from 0 to 1. Ã p <0.5, ÃÃ p < .01, one-tailed test.
racially diverse neighborhoods should be associated with higher levels of distrust among whites. For blacks, previous findings suggest that living in neighborhoods with larger proportions of blacks should increase the strength of in-group feelings, which has typically been associated with negative affect toward the out-group (so we should find negative influences on generalized trust). However, it is not known how these factors influence the development of generalized trust, since previous studies have focused mostly on racial attitudes. In short, it is essential to understand how the development of generalized trust might differ according to racial identity. A second question arising from the findings for the full sample in Table 3 relates to the non-significance of both the interracial contact and neighborhood-level sociability variables. Again, the literature on social capital and racial attitudes suggests that face-to-face interaction and regularized involvement in formal associations should foster the development of generalized trust. However, the findings based on the full sample model do not support these claims. How should these results be interpreted?
We believe the answer is that although the quantity or density of social interactions at the neighborhood level or positive interracial experiences do not appear to matter in general, as maybe assumed by accounts of social capital theory, there may still be conditions or contexts in which they do play an important role for the development of generalized trust. More specifically, the full sample model does not allow us to test for the differential effect that sociability might have in diverse contexts or for different racial groups. In other words, we need to move toward an analysis that allows us to investigate whether and how individual and contextual level factors work differently for blacks and whites, so that we can isolate and test the actual causal mechanism underlying trust development.
Toward this end, we next analyze separate models for black and white respondents. One problem has to be kept in mind, however, when using questions about generalized trust that inquire about trust in most people. Specifically, it could certainly be the case that the expression ''most people'' has a different radius for blacks or whites or for people in various settings. Whereas whites might perceive most people to mean other whites, blacks might infer that most people stands for other whites, so that true inclusion for out-groups are not fully captured for all groups of people alike. No systematic research has been undertaken to examine this potentially confounding problem of the radius of trust, but we have to take this into account in our analyses.
In the second and third columns of Table 3 we present the results of our basic model estimated separately for both white and black respondents. The first thing to note with regard to these results is that the quality of the models is reduced, especially for the Black sub-sample. Not only are standard errors consistently higher, but the overall explanatory power of the models is also attenuated. This is to be expected, since the variance of many independent variables is substantially reduced in the sub-sample models. This problem is more severe for the Black models given the higher correlation of neighborhood-level variables and the smaller number of respondents here. In spite of this, results from the White model reveal that in addition to some demographic influences, individuals who are more opposed to racial integration and those who perceive more neighborhood problems are significantly less likely to trust others. Moreover, the non-significance of the racial heterogeneity measure in the White model provides evidence against the threat hypothesis. In other words, the mere proximity of blacks does not have deleterious effects on whites' trust. Instead, it appears that neighborhood disadvantage, as measured by the median years of schooling poses a bigger threat to levels of trust among whites. More specifically, the average effect of neighborhood SES (a one-year increase in years of schooling) is associated with an 11 percentagepoint change in the probability of generalized trust for whites (see Table 3 column 6). This effect is conveyed more powerfully in Figure 1 , which shows the change in the probability of trusting others across the full range of values for the median years of schooling variable in our White sample (from 9 to 15 years).
Holding other variables constant at their means, whites who live in neighborhoods where the median years of schooling is 15 are more likely to trust others by 58-percentage-points than are whites who live in neighborhoods where the median level of education is only 9 years of schooling. This finding is consistent with work by Oliver and Mendelberg (2000) , who show that whites in low status contexts are more likely to develop anti-black affect and suspicion to out-groups more generally. Turning to the results from the Black model, we find that it is not neighborhood social status but rather neighborhood racial heterogeneity that is strongly related to trust. More specifically, the effect of living in a perfectly homogeneous neighborhood (i.e., 100% black) in comparison to a perfectly heterogeneous neighborhood (i.e., 50% white-50% black) corresponds to roughly a 50-percentage-point increase in the probability that blacks feel that most people can be trusted (see Table 3 , column 4). The strong and beneficial effect of neighborhood heterogeneity for blacks is also captured in Figure 2 , where we plot the predicted values of generalized trust for blacks across the range of values for the neighborhood racial heterogeneity measure (from 0 to .25). As this graph shows, among blacks who live in the most homogeneous neighborhoods (i.e., mostly black neighborhoods), the likelihood of trusting others is .08, whereas for blacks who live in the most racially heterogeneous neighborhoods the probability of trusting others is roughly .27. This corresponds to a 19-percentage-point change.
The results from the sub-sample analyses indicate that there are substantial differences in the way that neighborhood racial and socio-economic context shapes the development of generalized trust for whites and blacks. In addition, we also find important differences with respect to our measures of neighborhood sociability. Specifically, we find that the density of both formal and especially informal social interaction significantly increases generalized trust among blacks but not whites. For instance, the effect of living in a neighborhood in which neighbors do not interact with each other compared to one in which neighbors socialize often corresponds to roughly a 31-percentagepoint increase in the probability that blacks feel people can be trusted (see Table 3 , column 4). Similarly, the effect of living in neighborhoods with no associational life compared to the highest level of density is equal to an about 10-percentage-point increase on the probability of generalized trust for blacks. At first glimpse, the varying effects of neighborhood racial heterogeneity and social interaction on generalized trust for whites and blacks constitute a puzzle. However, when we consider the difference in the kinds of neighborhoods in which blacks and whites reside, these effects begin to make more sense. Our data reveal that in the 1970s in Detroit, whites live in neighborhoods with an average heterogeneity score of 0.03 (Table 2) , whereas the heterogeneity score of neighborhoods in which blacks lived was on average .14. The fact that whites live in predominantly homogeneous neighborhoods means not only that the variance in the heterogeneity measure is attenuated, but also that their social contacts do not bring them in touch with people from different racial groups. This is not the situation for black respondents. In the Black sub-sample we observe more variation in the kinds of neighborhoods blacks live in-ranging from homogeneous to diverse--and perhaps more importantly, we find a greater incidence of racially heterogeneous contexts. This finding suggests that the social interactions that take place in these types of neighborhoods are more likely to be with diverse others. In other words, it is in the Black sub-sample that we gain more leverage in investigating the conjoint effect of social interaction and heterogeneous contexts.
In Figures 3a and 3b we illustrate these effects for blacks. Figure 3a reports the effect of informal social interaction on generalized trust among blacks living in the most racially homogeneous neighborhoods. Figure 3b reports the same thing, however for blacks who live in the most racially heterogeneous neighborhoods (the mean percent black in these two sets of neighborhoods is 80 and 52).
As these graphs show, the effect of living in the least sociable to the most sociable neighborhoods in homogeneous settings corresponds to a 12-percentage-point increase in the probability of trusting others. On the other hand, in racially heterogeneous neighborhoods the effect is more than double, translating into roughly a 28-percentage-point change in the probability of trusting others. In other words, at least for blacks, informal socializing is more important for trust in heterogeneous neighborhoods where the opportunities and incidence of inter-racial interactions are greater.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS
Our analyses attempted to specify the importance of the combined effects of neighborhood context, levels of neighborhood sociability, and interracial experiences for the development of generalized trust. To date, these factors have either been examined independently of each other, or have been scrutinized only insofar as they relate to racial attitudes. As such, our research extends this line of inquiry by considering more general civic orientations such as trust. Two models dominate the theoretical debate about trust generation. On the one hand, generalized trust is seen as a product of multiple social interactions, independent of context. The idea here is that the multiplicity of interactions leads to the building of knowledge-based trust that eventually accumulates to a new quality, namely generalized trust. An alternative formulation suggests that the building of generalized trust is context dependent, and emphasizes bridging interactions rather than interactions with homogeneous groups as the key mechanism fostering the development of generalized trust. Both scenarios assume a general model of trust development for whites and blacks alike. The findings from our empirical analyses call into question such a general model as well as the general relationship between the quantity of social interaction and trust development. Instead, our results indicate that trust development works differently for blacks and whites, and in particular that the effects of formal and informal social interaction depend on the extent to which interactions incorporate individuals from diverse backgrounds. At a very general level, our findings counter the claim that the so-called rainmaker effect of collective social interaction is sufficient in and of itself to foster the development of attitudes like generalized trust. An important finding of this study is that generalized trust is less likely to develop among whites who live in low status neighborhoods, as defined by both the education levels of residents and respondents' perceptions of neighborhood problems. This finding is consistent with previous research by Oliver and Mendelberg (2000) and Ross et al. (2000) . On the other hand, we do not find this effect for blacks. Instead, our analyses show that both neighborhood racial heterogeneity and neighborhood sociability significantly increase blacks' propensity to trust others. Therefore, for blacks our evidence supports the model of trust development articulated by new versions of social capital theory: contexts in which close social interactions with individuals representing a broad, rather than narrow sampling of society take place increase the likelihood that trust is transferred to citizens of the 'outside' world. Specifically, our findings indicate that both formal and informal social interactions that occur in racially diverse settings positively affect generalized trust so that, ceteris paribus, blacks who are situated in these types neighborhoods are more likely to make the leap of faith in extending trustworthiness to others whom they do not know.
One issue emerges with regard to our analysis and research findings. As with most research on contextual effects, we need to consider the possibility of endogeneity. More specifically, it is possible that more trusting citizens selfselect into heterogeneous neighborhoods characterized by high levels of social interaction. However, we believe our finding that citizens in heterogeneous neighborhoods are not more trusting than citizens in homogeneous neighborhoods (see Table 2 ) provides at least some preliminary evidence confirming our causal reasoning. Of course, this question can ultimately be solved only by employing longitudinal or experimental research designs.
Overall, our study suggests that there is substantial value added in combining contextual variables with measures of both social interaction and interracial contact in models that seek to explain why people in some places trust more than others. Yet these contextual measures do not work uniformly for blacks and whites. As we have already noted, one reason for this is that black and white Americans live in very different contexts. Due to underlying residential patterns in the U.S. blacks are simply more likely to live more racially diverse neighborhoods and in more socio-economically disadvantaged neighborhoods. These patterns were evident in the 1970s and are even more pronounced in the 1990s and beyond. Thus we find a racial dimension to our findings regarding the effects of bridging social capital on generalized trust in large part because of the fundamental differences in the residential patterns and neighborhood features of black and white Americans.
To be sure, further empirical tests both in different places (in the U.S. and cross nationally) and across different points in time are necessary before any definitive conclusions can be drawn. However, the present study demonstrates the importance of combining contextual measures with indicators of both social interaction and interracial contact in order to better understand why people in some places exhibit higher levels of generalized trust than others. In short, the findings from our study clearly suggest that context, when measured appropriately, does indeed matter.
APPENDIX: QUESTION WORDING AND VARIABLE CODING Dependent Variable
Generalized trust (v93/134, 1976 DAS): ''In general, do you think that most people can be trusted, or do you feel that a person can't be too careful in his dealings with others?''(1: most people can be trusted; 0: can't be too careful).
Demographics
Black: Respondent's race (1: black; 0: white). Female: Respondent's gender (1: female; 0: male); Employed: Respondent was working at the time of the interview (1: yes; 0: otherwise); Education: Number of years of school respondent completed (0-17); Number of children: Total number of respondent's children living in the household; Length of residence: Number of years respondent has lived in his house/apartment.
Racial Attitudes and Experiences
Anti-Integration: Additive index constructed from four questions (v280, v233/197, v343, v153, 1976 DAS) : (1) ''Personally, do you think white students and black students should go to the same schools, or to separate schools?'' (2) ''Suppose a very close relative married a white (black) person. Would you mind it a lot, a little, or not at all?'' (3) ''What do you think of busing as a way to integrate the schools of Detroit? Do you strongly approve, approve, disapprove or strongly disapprove of busing for integration in Detroit?'' (4) ''If you were looking for a new place to live, how important would it be to you to move to a neighborhood where everyone is the same race as you? Very important, somewhat important, somewhat unimportant, very unimportant?'' The index is scored between 0 and 1 (support for-opposition to integration); a = .57.
Interracial Contact: Dichotomous variable (v295, 1976 DAS) indicating that a respondent had a direct experience or relationship with someone of the opposite race and that this experience was positive or predominantly positive (1: yes; 0: otherwise).
Neighborhood Perceptions and Characteristics
Perceptions of Neighborhood Problems: Additive index constructed from four questions (v57-60 1976 DAS): (1) ''First of all, how about city services such as street cleaning or garbage collection. Is this something of a problem in this neighborhood or not a problem?'' (2) ''What about housing and property not being kept up-is this something of a problem in this neighborhood or not a problem?'' (3) ''Is crime or vandalism something of a problem or not a problem in this neighborhood?'' (4) ''What about the quality of public schools here? Is this something of a problem or not a problem in this neighborhood?'' (1: yes; 0: otherwise). The index is scored between 0 and 1 (no-all problems); a ¼ :50.
Median Years of School: Average median years of school computed from data on all census tracts within the neighborhood (1970 Census of Population of Housing Data). Racial Heterogeneity: We first computed the percent black and white for neighborhoods by aggregating 1970 census tract-level data on racial composition. From here we computed the standard index of racial fragmentation (which measures the probability that two randomly drawn individuals in a given neighborhood belong to two different races), using the formula:
where i represents the neighborhood, k represents the racial groups whites and African Americans, and S k i represents the proportion of the racial group in the neighborhood. The index is scored between 0 and 1 maximum homogeneity-maximum heterogeneity).
Neighborhood Sociability
Informal Social Interaction: Additive index of informal social interaction neighbors engage in, based on three questions (v143, v158, v159, 1975 DAS) : (1) ''Thinking about this neighborhood, is it the sort of place where most people can drop in on the neighbors anytime or do people around here keep pretty much to themselves (keep to selves, some drop in some keep to selves, drop in)?'' (2) ''How many adults in your neighborhood would you know by name if you met them on the street? Would you know none or almost none of them, less than half, about half, more than half, almost all or all?'' (3) ''How often do you usually get together with the neighbors you know to visit, play cards, or other things like that? (0: less than yearly; 1 every day/almost every day).'' The index scored between 0 and 1 (no residents socialize-maximum sociability); a = .52 (before aggregation).
Associational Membership: Proportion of respondents (or respondents' family) in the neighborhood who are members of one or more of the following (v169, v171, v173, v175, v177, v179, 1975 DAS) : (1) Recreation or community center; (2) Youth group like Scouts or Little League; (3) Homeowners association or neighborhood improvement association; (4) Block club; (5) Senior citizen's group; (6) Citizen's patrol (located in the neighborhood) (1: member of at least one; 0: not member of any). The index at the aggregate level indicates the proportion of residents who (or whose' family members) are members of one (or more) association(s).
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McGill University and research assistance from Lisa Nevens and Matthew Wright. The authors are grateful to the anonymous reviewers who provided helpful comments on an earlier draft of this article. 2. In other words, rather than investigating how the density of voluntary associations and groups in particular contexts (such as Italian regions) influence citizens' civic attitudes and behaviors, researchers have tended to examine how individual engagement in associations or informal groups shapes civic attitudes. However, some sociological accounts develop a view of social capital as an individual resource (see for example Lin, 2001 ). 3. See Yamagishi and Yamagishi (1994) on distinctions between general trust and knowledgebased trust and Uslaner (2002) for further empirical investigations. 4. For instance, despite the relatively large size of the 1975 and 1976 DAS samples (n = 664 and 1134, respectively), the average number of respondents per census tract was 6.6 for the 1975 sample and 9.2 for the 1976 sample. 5. Most studies that employ counties, metropolitan areas or municipalities as the contextual unit of analysis also rely on national samples and typically face the problem of having too few respondents within contexts. 6. Unfortunately there were a few communities that were not sampled in both studies or contained too few respondents to allow for meaningful within-neighborhood variation. In a small number of cases we therefore combined neighborhoods based on geographic proximity and similarity of racial composition in order to preserve individual-level observations. To ensure that the matching process did not alter the general findings, we conducted each empirical analysis separately using the original neighborhoods (with no matching). Results from these analyses were nearly identical to those of the slightly larger sample that contained matched neighborhoods. 7. In other words, individual-level responses from the 1975 survey were aggregated to the neighborhood level, and these neighborhood-level variables were then matched to respondents (residing in these neighborhoods) from the 1976 survey. Since both surveys are based on random sampling techniques, this approach is not problematic, and in fact is more desirable than constructing contextual level measures from the same respondents since it ensures that criteria of time order and conditional independence between independent and dependent variables are satisfied (see King et al., 1994) . 8. A possible exception is the 2000 Social Capital Community Benchmark Study (SCCBS), which not only includes both the generalized trust and social interaction measures, but also links respondents to census tracts (or block groups) thereby allowing contextual-level measures to be constructed. However, the SCCBS does not include all of the same measures we use for the present analysis, and since our contextual units for the central city of Detroit are based on actual neighborhood boundaries (rather than census tracts), constructing similar contextual units would be prohibitive given the much larger number of communities included in the SCCBS. For these and other reasons we could not construct comparable enough models using the SCCBS and therefore chose not to pursue this for the present study. 9. Some might argue that the decline in trust, as cited by Putnam (1995) , implies that relying on older data (which likely evinces higher levels of trust) introduces bias or precludes generalization. While it may be true that the mean level of trust is lower today than it was in the mid1970s, this has no bearing on our ability to test relationships unless these too have changed.
The only way to evaluate the latter possibility would be to replicate our tests with more recent data. Unfortunately no subsequent Detroit Area Study has included measures of generalized trust, thereby prohibiting this possibility for at leas the present time. 10. Despite increasing racial segregation, racial tolerance and openness to living in racially mixed neighborhoods has increased among Detroit area residents. With regard to whites' preferences for living in neighborhoods with blacks, a comparison of DAS surveys conducted in 1976 and 1992 reveals that whites have become significantly more accepting of blacks-e.g., 70% of white respondents in the 1992 study indicated that they would be comfortable if blacks were highly represented in their own neighborhood and 9 out of 10 said they would move into a neighborhood with one black resident if they found an attractive home there (Farley et al., 2000, p. 189-191) . Blacks clearly preferred mixed neighborhoods, and these preferences have changed very little over time. There were no significant differences between 1976 and 1992 in the willingness of blacks to enter all-black or already-integrated neighborhoods; however blacks became less willing to be the sole black in an all-white neighborhood (from 38% to 31%) between 1976 and 1992 (Farley et al., 2000 .
